We use longitudinal data from the Health and Retirement Study to examine what factors influence employer accommodation of newly disabled workers and how effective such accommodations are in retaining workers and discouraging disability insurance applications. We find that only a quarter of newly disabled older workers are accommodated by their employers in some way following onset of a disability. Importantly, we find that few employer characteristics explain which workers are accommodated; rather, employee characteristics, particularly the presence of certain personality traits correlated with assertiveness and open communication, are highly predictive of accommodation. This suggests that policies targeting employer incentives may not be particularly effective at increasing accommodation rates since employers may not even be aware of their employees' need for accommodation. We also find that if employer accommodation rates can be increased, disabled workers would be significantly more likely to delay labor force exit, at least for two years. However, we do not find significant effects on the disability insurance claiming margin. * We thank Sarah Kups for research assistance and Orla Hayden for programming assistance. We also thank Susanne Bruyere, Katherine Carman, Erik Meier, Sarah von Schrader and RAND brownbag participants for helpful comments and suggestions.
Introduction
The disability insurance system in the U.S. is currently in crisis. Over the past few decades the number of Social Security Disability Insurance (SSDI) beneficiaries has increased dramatically and, moreover, their composition has shifted towards younger beneficiaries and those with higher cost health impairments, leading to longer, costlier durations on the rolls (Autor and Duggan, 2006) . Because of these trends the Federal Disability Insurance Trust Fund is projected to exhaust its assets by 2016 (Board of Trustees, 2013) . Strong SSDI work disincentives and recent evidence on skill depreciation even during the application period suggest that effective reforms aimed at discouraging dependence on disability insurance benefits should focus on intervening before disabled workers quit their jobs in order to apply for benefits (Autor, Maestas, Mullen and Strand, 2011) . Indeed, a number of recent influential proposals focus on ways to incentivize employers to retain employees after they experience the onset of a disability (Autor and Duggan, 2010; Burkhauser and Daly, 2011 ; see also Leibman and Smalligan, 2013) .
A natural way for employers to retain disabled workers is to accommodate their disabilities so they can continue to be productive despite the existence of a health impairment that would otherwise impede work, for example by modifying job requirements or work schedules. However, the process through which employers learn about and accommodate employees' disabilities is not well understood. Understanding how employees are accommodated or not following disability onset is important not only for designing policies to increase accommodation rates, which despite the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) remain shockingly low, but also for evaluating the effectiveness of employer accommodation in retaining disabled workers and discouraging them from applying for SSDI benefits. 1 In this paper we use longitudinal data on newly disabled workers from the Health and Retirement Study (HRS) to provide new evidence on what factors determine accommodation of newly disabled workers, as well as the short-and long-term effects of employer accommodation on employment and SSDI claiming behavior.
Despite the focus on employers in the policy debate, the evidence base supporting the effectiveness of reforms aimed at changing employer behavior is limited. Few papers have studied what factors influence employer accommodation of disability and for the most part focus on the impact of anti-discrimination legislation (e.g., Charles, 2005; Burkhauser, Schmeiser and Weathers, 2012) . 2 Papers examining how various forms of employment support affect the employment trajectory following disability onset are also limited and mostly concentrated in the pre-ADA era (i.e., prior to 1992-1994; see Burkhauser, Butler and Kim, 1995; Daly and Bound, 1995; Burkhauser, Butler, Kim and Weathers, 1999) or other countries (e.g., Canada (Campolieti, 2005) or Denmark (Høgelund and Holm, 2014) ).
Even though the ADA mandates that employers provide "reasonable" accommodation of disabled workers except in cases of "undue hardship," we find that only slightly more than a quarter of newly disabled workers report that their employer did anything special to help them out so that they could stay at work after they became disabled. 3 Yet, a 1998 survey of private 1 If sicker employees tend to self-sort into jobs with accommodating employers, or if employers tend to accommodate only the "best prospects" in terms of employee retention, then a simple comparison of the work outcomes of accommodated vs. non-accommodated workers will yield biased estimates (although the direction of the bias is not clear). 2 A recent study by Bronchetti and McInerney (forthcoming) examines employer accommodation of the subset of disabled workers who were injured on the job specifically, with an emphasis on the role of Workers' Compensation. 3 The legal literature suggests that the main reason the ADA has been ineffective at encouraging employer accommodation is that the courts have applied a much stricter definition of what is a covered disability than that intended by Congress (see, e.g., Race and Dornier, 2009 ). The 2008 amendments to the ADA were intended to correct this misinterpretation and specifically widen the definition of covered disability. We are unaware of any sector human resource managers found that reports of accommodation from the employer side were widespread, including restructuring jobs or modifying work hours (69 percent), acquiring or modifying equipment or devices (59 percent), making parking or transportation accommodations (67 percent) and modifying the work environment (62 percent) (Bruyere, 2000) . In the same survey, 72 percent of employers report that they have a formal dispute/grievance process for accommodations, and 79 percent report having a formal (45 percent) or informal (34 percent) return to work or disability management program.
Since many more employers report accommodating at least one disabled worker than employees report being accommodated, it is unlikely that newly disabled workers are concentrated in jobs with accommodating employers. Indeed we find no evidence that workers who expect to become disabled are any more likely to be employed by firms that could be perceived as more flexible or accommodating (e.g., firms providing long term disability coverage, or those that would allow one to reduce hours if needed). Thus, it seems likely that there is something about the accommodation process that leads employers to accommodate fewer employees than they could.
One possible explanation for the discrepancy in reports is that employers selectively accommodate employees who are more valuable to them (i.e., more likely to continue working if accommodated). We investigate this possibility by relating a rich set of employee, job and employer characteristics to the probability of receiving accommodation. We find little evidence that the employee's health, type or severity of disability is associated with employer accommodation. Similarly, employers are not any more likely to accommodate workers with better prior labor force attachment, although they are more likely to accommodate workers with empirical papers on the effectiveness of the 2008 amendments, however our data shows no increase in accommodation rates all else equal after 2008. sufficient tenure at the firm. Characteristics of the employers themselves (offering LTDI, etc.) are also uncorrelated with accommodation rates. Rather, the most predictive factors are employee characteristics such as education and race.
This suggests a second possible explanation-that employees are the source of the roadblock in the accommodation process. Accommodation is a multi-stage process, whereby an employee must first request accommodation and the employer may respond accordingly. Even though the ADA mandates reasonable accommodation of disabilities in the workplace, employees may not know this or may still fear retribution from their employer if they make such a request (von Schrader et al., 2013) . A May 2012 supplement to the Current Population Survey (CPS) found that only 12.5 of disabled workers (as defined by the CPS) 4 reported that they requested a change in their current workplace (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2013) . In some cases, the employer may not wish to provide the accommodation requested by the employee and the employer and employee may iterate to come to a mutually agreeable solution. This may require persistence on the part of the employee.
Because the HRS does not contain questions on whether the employee asked for accommodation (merely whether he received it), we cannot investigate this directly in our data.
However, starting in 2006 the HRS administered a psychosocial leave-behind questionnaire to a random half of respondents in alternating years. Thus, we are able to investigate the influence of a number of personality traits, including the "Big Five" traits of openness, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness and neuroticism, and two measures of sense of control, personal mastery and perceived constraints. We find that agreeableness and neuroticism are both strongly negatively correlated with receiving accommodation, whereas extraversion is positively correlated with accommodation. These personality traits are positively associated with demanding and negatively associated with avoiding conflict management styles (Antonioni, 1998) . Individuals with demanding styles are often aggressive and make sure that their needs are met; individuals with avoiding styles do not tend to communicate their needs. We also find that individuals who score high on the perceived constraints measure of sense of control-that is, they are reliant on others for solving problems-are more likely to receive accommodation.
Finally, we turn our attention to estimating the causal effects of employer accommodation on employee outcomes such as employment and SSDI application and receipt.
Because we do not find evidence that accommodation is systematically offered to employees with high unobserved preferences for work, we conclude that ordinary least squares regressions of work outcomes on accommodation will not lead to biased estimates. We also reweight observations using the propensity score in order to allow for a more flexible specification. We find similar results when weighting vs. not weighting. We find that accommodation substantially and significantly increases the probability of continued employment in the two years following disability onset; a worker receiving accommodation is 17 percentage points (40 percent) more likely to work in the next survey wave than a worker who did not receive accommodation.
However, this effect almost completely vanishes by the next survey wave (up to four years after onset). Although any accommodation is effective, we find that accommodations involving work changes (e.g., job restructuring, helping an employee learn new skills) are most effective.
However, we do not find any evidence that accommodation reduces SSDI application or receipt, suggesting that individuals on the margin of working vs. dropping out of the labor force depending on whether their disability is accommodated are not also on the margin of applying for disability insurance.
Our findings have a number of important implications for disability employment policy.
First, if disabled employees are not disclosing their need for accommodation to employers, then this suggests policies targeting employer incentives for retaining disabled workers-e.g., by mandating private disability insurance-may not be particularly effective at increasing accommodation rates. Unlike other experience-rated programs like Workers' Compensation, there is no built-in reporting system for disabling injuries that occur off the job, and the lack of visible impairment in many cases means that employers are often unaware that an employee suffers from a work-limiting disability. 5 Rather, our findings suggest that policies targeting the environment surrounding disability disclosure may be more effective at increasing accommodation of disabled employees. For example, a new rule requiring federal contractors to demonstrate that at least 7 percent of their employees are disabled (or that they are taking steps to achieve that target) could increase accommodation rates among federal contractors not only because employers will now explicitly ask their employees if they have a disability but also because employees may now perceive that being disabled is actually desirable to their employer (Weber, 2014) . If employer accommodation rates increase, we find that disabled workers would be more likely to delay labor force exit, at least for two years. However, increasing employer accommodation is unlikely to stem the tide of new SSDI beneficiaries.
Data and Descriptive Statistics
We use data from the nationally representative Health and Retirement Study (HRS), which has surveyed individuals ages 51 and older every two years since 1992. We use data through the 2010 survey wave. We identify individuals as disabled if they answer yes to the question, "Do you have any impairment or health problem that limits the kind or amount of paid work you can do?" We restrict our attention to newly disabled workers whose disability onset is observed in panel, that is, those individuals who are not disabled when they enter the panel but who report a work disability sometime thereafter while they are (still) employed. This allows us to condition on a rich set of job and employer characteristics before the onset of the disability, so that we can examine their influence on whether the individual's disability is accommodated by his employer and whether he continues to work or claims disability insurance after becoming disabled. Table 1 lists the restrictions we use in constructing our sample and the sample size after each restriction. Of the 15,906 respondents who enter the panel without reporting a work disability, 3,144 or 20 percent report a work-limiting health condition at some time in the future while still in working-age years (that is, before they become eligible to claim full Social Security benefits at age 65). We further restrict the sample to individuals who are employed at the time of disability onset, that is, they answer yes to the question, "Were you employed at the time your health began to limit your ability to work?" Note that, prior to 1998, the survey included a skip pattern in which this question was only asked of individuals who reported that the impairment or health problem first began to "bother" them after the last wave's interview. This resulted in the exclusion of a large number of individuals (28 percent) since 59 percent of newly disabled respondents report that the health problem causing their disability first began to bother them more than two years ago. 6 Starting in 1998, employment status at onset was asked of all disabled 6 Respondents were also asked when their health problem first began to "interfere with [their] work." A sizeable fraction (42 percent) still reported onsets occurring more than two years ago, even though two years ago in the last survey wave they reported that their health did not limit their ability to work. We include these respondents in our main analyses, but perform robustness checks where we exclude them. respondents. Of those who were posed the question, 73 percent report working at the time their health first began to limit their ability work.
Next, the respondents were asked, "At the time your health started to limit your ability to work, did your employer do anything special to help you out so that you could stay at work?" Possible responses were yes, no, "left immediately," "self-employed" and (starting in 1998) "no help needed." We excluded all responses other than yes or no. We further limit the sample to those who were observed in the wave prior to onset and those with no missing key covariates, resulting in 1,164 newly disabled older workers. 7 Finally, for specifications that examine the influence of job and employer characteristics that were collected only in the prior wave, we limit the sample to the 972 newly disabled respondents (16 percent) who were also working in the prior wave. Table 2 presents summary statistics for the main sample of 1,164 respondents, overall and by accommodation status. In our sample only 26 percent of newly disabled older workers receive some form of employer accommodation upon becoming disabled, despite the fact that by construction all onsets occurred after 1992, when the ADA was implemented. If the respondent reported that their employer did something special to help them out, they were then asked more detailed questions about what types of things the employer did. We grouped their responses into three different dimensions of accommodation (not mutually exclusive): changes to time (allowing more breaks, allowing different arrival or departure times or shortening the work day), reported by 55 percent of accommodated respondents; provision of equipment/assistance (getting someone to help, getting special equipment, arranging special transportation), reported by 48 percent of accommodated respondents; and changes to work (changing the job, helping to learn new job skills), reported by 37 percent of respondents. Twenty-two percent of accommodated respondents reported that they received some other accommodation than one of the eight types prompted by HRS. See Table A1 for a more detailed breakdown of the types of accommodation. Intriguingly, with the exception of only a few characteristics (age, race and earnings), individuals whose employers accommodate their disabilities are not very different from those whose employers do not accommodate their disabilities. While older and higher earning workers are slightly more likely to be accommodated, there is no evidence that healthier workers or workers with certain kinds of disabling conditions or job types are more or less likely to be accommodated. Employer characteristics also do not seem to be associated with whether an employee receives any accommodation. However, it is evident that employees who are accommodated are significantly more likely to continue to work following disability onset and less likely to apply for and receive disability insurance. Overall, fewer than half of disabled workers are still working 2-4 years after onset. One-third have applied for disability insurance benefits and of those two-thirds eventually receive benefits. Note that a large fraction of individuals are neither working nor applying for or receiving disability insurance benefits (22 and 33 percent, respectively).
Finally, in 2006 the HRS began administering a psychosocial leave-behind questionnaire (LBQ) to a random half of respondents in alternating years. The module contains questions enabling one to construct measures of the "Big Five" personality traits-openness, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness and neuroticism-on a 1-4 scale, with higher values corresponding to stronger presence of a given personality trait. We also constructed two measures of sense of control: personal mastery and perceived constraints. The personal mastery index measures how much a person believes they can affect change, containing items such as "I can do the things I want to do," "What happens depends on me," and "When I want to do something I find a way to succeed at it." The perceived constraints measures, in contrast, measures the extent to which outside factors control an individual's life and contains items such as "I feel helpless in dealing with the problems of life," "I have little control over the things that happen to me," and "Other people determine what I can and cannot do." The control measures average over items rated on a 1-6 scale with 6 corresponding to strongly agreeing with a statement and 1 to strongly disagreeing. Thus, higher scores of personal mastery and lower scores of perceived constraints correspond to a higher sense of control. For analyses using the personality measures, we restrict the sample to the 115 HRS respondents who completed the psychosocial questionnaire prior to onset of disability in a later wave. 8 Table A2 reports means, standard deviations and correlations between the personality and control measures.
Empirical Methods
We are interesting in answering two questions. First, what factors determine whether a newly disabled worker's employer accommodates his disability? And second, what is the causal effect of such accommodation on the probability that the employee continues to work despite the onset of a work-limiting health condition? Our approach to the second question depends on the answer to the first question, specifically on whether we find evidence consistent with the existence of unobserved factors that are correlated with both employer accommodation and propensity to work (i.e., prior labor force attachment or disability severity).
Since we do not find evidence of that unobserved "confounders" exist in our setting, we propose two methods for estimating the causal effect of employer accommodation on labor supply that rely on the well-known conditional independence assumption (CIA): ordinary least squares (OLS) and propensity score reweighting. The CIA simply states that, conditional on a set of observable characteristics, labor supply is independent of assignment of accommodation.
While the CIA is not fundamentally a testable assumption, we show in the next section that employers do not seem provide accommodation selectively to individuals with higher labor force attachment in general or less severe disabilities, as may be expected. Rather, employer accommodation seems driven primarily by features of the employee's personality correlated with seeking out and obtaining help.
Although both OLS and propensity score methods rely on the same conditional independence assumption, OLS imposes additional functional form assumptions that propensity score methods do not rely on. Propensity score reweighting uses the propensity score to reweight the distribution of covariates X in the control group to match the distribution of X observed in the treated group. Intuitively, it places more weight on untreated observations that "look like" treated observations and down-weights untreated observations that do not so that the two groups are more directly comparable. Thus, one can use the reweighted control group to estimate the counterfactual distribution of the outcome Y for the treated group if they had never been treated.
We implement propensity reweighting as follows. First, we estimate the propensity score function ( ) i p X using a probit regression of employer accommodation (treatment) on individual, job and employer characteristics i X measured in the wave prior to onset. We also include indicators for the disabling condition (e.g., musculoskeletal, emotional) which is also predetermined. We then construct the following estimator for the average treatment effect on the treated (ATET):
number of treated individuals and C N the number of control individuals, and i Y is the outcome of interest (e.g., working after onset). This estimator has been shown to be a consistent estimator of ATET (Dehejia and Wahba, 1999; DiNardi, Fortin and Lemieux, 1996) . Finally, we consider the robustness of our ATET estimate to use of other propensity score methods such as radius, nearest neighbor and block matching (Imbens, 2014) .
Determinants of Employer Accommodation
In this section we explore which factors are correlated with employer accommodation following disability onset. Understanding what factors determine which employees are accommodated is important not only for assessing the scope of increasing accommodation rates in the U.S. through different policy levers but it is also a necessary prerequisite for estimating the causal effect of employer accommodation on employee outcomes, particularly labor supply. We examine determinants of employer accommodation in three ways. First, we examine whether employees who are likely to become disabled self-sort into jobs with employers who they could reasonably expect to be accommodating in the event that they become disabled. Second, we examine which individual, job and employer characteristics are associated with employer accommodation of workers following disability onset. Finally, using a unique subsample of HRS respondents completing a psychosocial leave-behind questionnaire we examine whether individuals with certain personality attributes are more or less likely to be accommodated following disability onset.
Role of Self-Sorting
To examine whether employees with health problems are more likely to sort into jobs with more accommodating employers, we use a sample of healthy respondents (before they became disabled, if they ever did) in the first wave of employment with a given employer. We use three measures of whether an employer may be perceived by employees as more accommodating to individuals with disabilities: whether the employer offers long-term disability insurance (LTDI), whether the employer would let older workers move to a less demanding job with less pay if they wanted to, and whether the employer would allow the individual to reduce the hours in his regular working schedule if he wanted to. Table 3 presents the mean and standard deviation of individuals' self-reported probability of becoming disabled in the next 10 years by each of the three employer characteristics. The difference in individuals' expectations about becoming disabled is statistically different from zero only for individuals whose employers differ on the offer of LTDI, and only before controlling for other covariates. Yet, employees of firms offering LTDI believe themselves less likely to become disabled than employees of firms not offering LTDI. Thus, we do not find any evidence that those individuals with health problems pre-sort into employers who would be more likely to accommodate them in the event that they become disabled.
Role of Individual, Job and Employer Characteristics
Next we try to determine which factors are associated with employer accommodation of individuals' actual disabilities. Table 4 presents estimates of marginal effects from a probit model of any employer accommodation. All predictor variables are measured in the wave before the respondent first reports a work-limiting disability. Column 1 presents estimates of the effects of individual demographic and health characteristics on accommodation for the sample of 1,164 newly disabled respondents who were employed at the time their health began to limit their work but not necessarily in the wave prior. Column 2 restricts the sample to the 972 respondents (83.5 percent) who were both employed at onset and two years earlier and adds job and employer characteristics measured in the prior wave to the regression. Note that, even though individuals who were not working two years earlier are less likely to be accommodated than those who were working, the estimated effects on the regressors in common are similar in size and statistical significance across the two groups. 9 Finally, columns 3-5 estimate the effects of factors on each of three dimensions of accommodation: time, equipment/assistance and work change. We omit "other" unspecified accommodations. See Section 2 for the grouping of types of accommodation into dimensions.
Consistent with the summary statistics, we find that education and race are the strongest predictors of accommodation. Workers with at least some college are 8-12 percentage points (30-45 percent) more likely to be accommodated than those without a high school degree. Women and minorities are less likely to be accommodated, and non-black minorities (e.g., Asians) are especially unlikely to be accommodated. The finding of race is particularly interesting since, unlike education, it is not related to skill level and therefore should not affect labor demand.
Surprisingly, we find little evidence that characteristics of the actual health impairment are predictive of accommodation, with the possible (weak) exception of back problems and allergies.
For the most part these conclusions continue to hold when considering different dimensions of accommodation, although college completion appears to be less of a factor for time-and assistance-related accommodations than it does for work change accommodations, and race appears not to factor significantly into work change accommodations. Interestingly, we find that overweight workers are more likely to receive work change or assistance-related accommodations compared to their normal weight peers.
Next, we turn to the influence of job and employer characteristics. The fact that newly disabled workers who had not been working in the wave prior to onset are less likely to be accommodated suggests that job tenure may be an important factor in determining employer accommodation. We divide job tenure measured in the prior wave approximately into quintiles.
We find that tenure in the middle quintile (6-12 years tenure, two years earlier) is (weakly) correlated with higher rates of employer accommodation, especially for time-related accommodations. There is also some evidence that employees with very long tenure are more likely to receive some sort of time-related accommodation, consistent with the idea that they are phasing into retirement. More physically demanding jobs are somewhat less likely to be accommodated by allowing work changes or providing employees with assistance. 10 On the other hand, more stressful jobs are more likely to be accommodated with changes in work timing or provision of assistance. There is no evidence that employer characteristics, such as offering LTDI, accommodating older workers or allowing employees in general to reduce their hours, are associated with accommodation. Industry and occupation fixed effects were jointly insignificant as well.
All of our disability onsets occur after the implementation of the ADA, and we find no evidence that accommodation rates increased after the ADA was amended in 2008 (not shown).
There is also no evidence that employee size is meaningfully related to employer 10 We also estimated specifications which included interactions between physically demanding jobs and employee health; the interactions were statistically insignificant and did not alter the results.
accommodation. 11 Unlike Burkhauser, Schmeiser and Weathers (2011), we do not find strong evidence that job-related injuries are significantly more likely to be accommodated than non-jobrelated injuries, although their sample included pre-ADA onsets and they also found that jobrelated injuries were more likely to be accommodated in states that lacked anti-discrimination laws prior to the ADA. 12
Role of Personality
The results above suggest that it is employee rather than employer characteristics-and perhaps the employee's relationship with the employer-that matters most in determining employer accommodation following onset of a work-limiting health condition. We hypothesize that personality traits correlated with making one's needs known to employers and seeking out help will be positively correlated with employer accommodation. For example, extraverts are more likely to engage socially and may be more likely to mention their health problem to their employer. By the same token, disagreeable workers may be more willing to complain and endure conflict in an effort to come to a solution with their employer that would satisfy their needs.
Moreover, individuals who score high on the perceived constraints measure are less likely to feel that they can solve problems on their own and may be more likely to request help from their employer.
We test these hypotheses by taking advantage of a unique psychosocial leave-behind questionnaire (LBQ) that the HRS began administering in 2006 to a rotating half of its respondents every four years. Because of the late, staggered introduction of the LBQ, we observe 11 The ADA applies to employers with more than 25 regular employees. 12 We also estimated versions of the model with state fixed effects (on restricted data) and found no significant effects of state of residence on employer accommodation. Again, however, all of our estimates are in the post-ADA era in which all states are subject to antidiscrimination legislation. Consistent with the prior literature, we find that for the most part personality measures are relatively stable over four years (although statistically distinct from 1). However, we find that newly disabled individuals experience significant personality changes after onset. Specifically, we find that they are slightly less conscientious and extraverted after disability onset, and they are significantly less likely to feel in control of their environment. These results lead us to conclude that personality traits are not stable enough to apply retroactively and we therefore limit our analyses of personality traits as determinants of accommodation to the 115 respondents for whom we have pre-onset measures. Table 6 presents estimates of marginal effects of probit models of employer accommodation on the "Big Five" personality measures-openness, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness and neuroticism-and two measures of sense of control, personal mastery and perceived constraints. Column 1 presents the model estimated on all disabled workers completing the questionnaire, and columns 2-3 presents estimates for the subset of disabled workers who were also working in the wave prior to onset, with and without demographic control variables, for comparison with Table 5 .
Despite the very small sample size, the specifications of the model with personality traits have a similar explanatory power to the specifications without personality traits in Table 4 .
Indeed, pseudo r-squared of the models with personality traits alone are comparable to the rsquared in the models without personality traits (0.05 and 0.09 vs. 0.07 and 0.09, for columns 1-2 of Tables 4 and 6, respectively). Together, r-squared of the model with personality traits and the full set of controls is 0.35. We find that the personality traits agreeableness and neuroticism are consistently and strongly negatively correlated with employer accommodation. A standard deviation increase of 0.50 (see Table A2 ) in agreeableness is associated with an approximately 70 percent decrease in the probability of being accommodated, and a one-standard deviation increase in neuroticism is associated with an 86 percent decrease in the probability of being accommodated. On the other hand, extraversion is positively correlated with employer accommodation, with a standard deviation increase in extraversion nearly doubling the likelihood of accommodation. Andreoni (1998) demonstrates that these patterns (high extraversion, low agreeableness/neuroticism) are positively correlated with dominating and negatively correlated with avoiding conflict management styles. 13 Individuals with dominating styles tend to be aggressive in attaining their goals, and individuals with avoiding styles (who are unlikely to be accommodated) often fail to communicate their needs. Finally, individuals who measure high in perceiving constraints (i.e., limits on their sense of control) are more likely to be accommodated. A standard deviation increase in the perceived constraints measure is associated with a 53 percent increase in the probability of being accommodated.
Interestingly, traits that are positively correlated with employer accommodation tend to be negatively correlated with one another in the population. For example, extraversion is negatively correlated with perceived constraints (r=-0.33; see Table A2 ). Similarly, lack of neuroticism is strongly negatively correlated with perceived constraints (r=-0.54), and lack of agreeableness is strongly negatively correlated with extraversion (r=0.54). As a result, these individual factors tend to offset one another so that it takes an unusual kind of personality to receive accommodation.
Finally, columns 4 and 5 of Table 6 investigate the relationship between personality measures and labor force attachment using healthy HRS respondents who completed the psychosocial questionnaire. We find no evidence that any of the personality measures are correlated with work decisions. (Only one personality measure, neuroticism, is significantly associated with work, and the estimated coefficient is small and only marginally significant (p<0.10).) Therefore, we conclude that we are unlikely to suffer from omitted variable bias if we exclude personality measures as control variables in regressions of labor supply outcomes on employer accommodation, so we can use our full sample of newly disabled older workers in our analysis of the causal effects of employer accommodation below.
Effect of Employer Accommodation on Labor Force Exit and Disability Insurance

Claiming
We now turn to estimating the causal effect of employer accommodation on the labor supply of newly disabled older workers. In the previous section we established that, conditional on observable characteristics such as education, race and job tenure, employer accommodation is unlikely to be correlated with unobservable factors that independently affect labor supply.
Therefore OLS and propensity score methods are likely to yield unbiased estimates of the causal effects of employer accommodation. Table A3 presents the results of the unconfoundedness test suggested by Imbens (2014) , demonstrating that lagged labor supply outcomes are uncorrelated with accommodation status, consistent with the conditional independence assumption. Figure 1 shows the distribution of propensity scores estimated from the regression reported in column 2 of Table 5 , by accommodation status. Finally, Table A4 illustrates the balance between accommodated and non-accommodated respondents for selected characteristics, unweighted and reweighted using the propensity scores. As expected the reweighting reduces the difference between the treated and control groups. Table 7 presents estimates of the effects of employer accommodation on various labor supply outcomes using both OLS and propensity score reweighting. In all cases the two methods yield similar estimates, suggesting that a model specification with a simple dummy variable for treatment is adequate in this setting. We find that employer accommodation increases the probability that an individual is working in the wave immediately after onset by more than 17 percentage points-a 40 percent increase over the baseline labor force participation rate of 45 percent. This difference reduces to a statistically insignificant 5-6 percentage points (12 percent) two years later, up to four years after disability onset, suggesting that employer accommodation may only temporarily stave off labor force exit after disability onset. Similarly, we do not find a significant effect of employer accommodation on applying for or receiving disability insurance within four years of disability onset.
Finally, in Table 8 we explore the sensitivity of our estimates to differences in specification, sample and estimation technique. Each row presents the estimated effect(s) of employer accommodation on the probability of working in the first wave following disability onset, defined as the first wave the respondent reports that his health limits his ability to work in some way. The first row reproduces the OLS estimate of the effect of any accommodation on work using the main sample of newly disabled workers who had been working at least two years when they first reported a work disability between 1994 and 2010. First, we examine how type of accommodation affects labor supply by including additional indicator variables for one of four dimensions of accommodation: time, work change, equipment/assistance or "other" (row 2; see Section 2 for definitions of these groups). For the most part, the type of accommodation does not have a strong impact on continuing to work beyond the provision of any accommodation, with the exception of work change accommodations which include changing the job to something the employee can do and helping the employee learn new skills. Employees who receive a work change accommodation are 28 percentage points (63 percent) more likely to work in the wave immediately following onset than employees who receive no accommodation at all, suggesting this is a particularly effective form of accommodation.
The next two rows (3-4) explore the sensitivity of the estimate to different sample restrictions. Recall that, prior to 1998, the HRS did not ask newly disabled respondents about their employment if they reported that their disability first began to bother them earlier than the previous wave. Row 3 restricts the sample to onsets first reported in the 1998 wave, which included full employment information for all respondents, even those reporting long standing health problems as the cause of their new disability. Because the sample is comprised of more individuals with long standing health problems, it is not surprising that the estimated effect of employer accommodation is somewhat smaller, 14.5 percentage points compared with 17.2 for the main sample. Similarly, row 4 includes onsets first reported in all years 1994-2010 but excludes those who report the impairment first began to bother them more than two years ago. In this case, the estimated effect of employer accommodation is somewhat higher, 20.7 percentage points, but still in the ballpark of the main estimate.
The last four rows explore sensitivity to different propensity score methods. Row 5
reports the results of a control function estimator which includes a polynomial function of the propensity score as a control variable proxying for potential selection bias (Heckman and Navarro-Lozano, 2004) . The estimate of the control function itself is statistically insignificant (not shown) and the estimated effect of employer accommodation on work is well within the 95 percent confidence interval of the baseline estimate. The next three rows explore different propensity score matching techniques: radius matching, nearest neighbor matching and block matching (Imbens, 2014) . To implement these techniques we first trim the propensity scores by throwing out the extreme values so that only propensity scores between 0.1 and 0.9 are used (Crump, Hotz, Imbens and Mitnik, 2008) . After removing the outliers, we re-estimate the propensity scores and match with replacement using the re-estimated propensity scores. Radius and block matching produce similar results to our baseline estimates while nearest neighbor matching produces a slightly lower estimate of 14.6 percentage points (but still statistically indistinguishable from our main estimate). Taken together, these results suggest that our estimates are quite robust to different sample definitions and estimation methods.
Conclusion
In this paper we use longitudinal data on newly disabled workers from the Health and Retirement Study to provide new evidence on what factors determine accommodation of newly disabled workers, as well as the short-and long-term effects of employer accommodation on employment and SSDI claiming behavior. We find that employee characteristics-most notably personality traits-largely determine which workers are accommodated following disability onset, suggesting that employees rather than employers bear the burden of communicating and asserting their needs. Workers who are accommodated by their employers are 40 percent more likely to work in the survey wave immediately following disability onset. However, this difference drops to a statistically insignificant 5 percent by the next survey wave (two years later), and we find no evidence that employer accommodation affects SSDI claiming behavior.
Our findings suggest that policies targeting the disclosure environment for disabled workers may be more effective in increasing accommodation rates than policies that target the employer side of the accommodation equation alone. If accommodation rates can be increased, many more workers would remain in the labor force, at least temporarily, but encouraging employer accommodation of disabilities is unlikely to affect the growing number of SSDI beneficiaries. Table 3 . Healthy respondents' perceived probability of becoming disabled in next 10 years, by employer characteristic Note: Employer characteristic measured in first wave of employment by given employer. 
Dimension of accommodation
Unweighted
Weighted (probit p-scores)
Lagged outcome
Working two waves prior to onset Working three waves prior to onset
